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materials of war in unprecedented quantities, Enor-
mous programmes of production were in every stage of
completion. Suddenly the whole position is changed.
The "demand" collapses. The needs of war are at
an end. "What was to be done? Mr. Churchill relates
how, in the interests of a smooth change-over, instruc-
tions were issued that material more than 60 per cent,
advanced was to be finished. "Thus for many weeks
after the war was over we continued to disgorge upon
the gaping world masses of artillery anS military
materials of every kind/*1 "It was waste", he adds,
"but perhaps it was a prudent waste." Whether this
last contention is correct or not is irrelevant to the
point under discussion. What is relevant is that what
at 10.55 a.m. that morning was wealth and productive
power, at 11.5 had  become "not-wealth," an em-
barrassment, a source of social waste. The substance
had not changed* The  guns  were  the  same. The
potentialities of the machines were the same. From
the point of view of the technician, everything was
exactly the same. But from the point of view of the
economist, everything was different.  Guns,  explo-
sives, lathes, retorts, all had suffered a sea change.
The ends had changed. The scarcity of means was
different.2
1 The World Crisis, vol. v., pp. 33-35.                                                    ^
a It is, perhaps, worth while observing how oar practice here differs
from the practice which would seem to follow from Professor Canaan's
procedure. Having defined wealth as material welfare, Professor Caiman
would be logically compelled to argue that we were not producing during
the War. In fact, he gets out of the difficulty by arguing that we may say
that we were producing produce but not material welfare (Review of Economic
Theory, p. 51). Prom the point of view of the definitions here adopted, it
follows, not that we were not producing, but simply that we were not pro-
ducing for the same demands as during peace time. From either point of
view, the non-comparability of material statistics of war and peace follows
clearly. But from our point of view the persistence, of formal economic laws
U much more clearly emphasised.